
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: MB

	Application No: 
	3/2014/0010

	Development Proposed:
	Erection of single storey extension to side and rear at 26 Holden Street, Clitheroe.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe Town Council: No representations have been received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor (Highways): Objects and recommends refusal, the grounds of objection can be summarised as follows:

· The portion of land on which the extension is proposed is partly adopted highway, the highway adoption would have to be lifted for this development to occur.

· The proposed development will remove the existing on site parking resulting in no on-site parking being available. 

Environment Agency: Flood Risk Standing Advice Issued and completed. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received. 



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

G1 – Development Control.

H10 – Residential Extensions.

T7 – Parking Provision.

SPG Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft)

DMG1 – General Considerations.

DMG3 – Transport and Mobility.

DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Policies G1, H10, T7 of DWLP and adopted SPG Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings and Policies DMG1, DMG3 and DMH5 of CS.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This application seeks planning consent for the erection of a single storey side and rear extension at 26 Holden Street, Clitheroe. The development site is an end-terraced property in a predominantly residential area; however the development site currently falls into use Class D1 (Non residential Institution) and is used as a Madrasa.

The development site has an extensive site history relating to various developments and proposed changes of use. These applications can be summarised as follows:

3/2003/0529 – Erection of single storey extension to side and rear to create a mosque with hours of use restricted to 8am-11pm retention of existing building as an Islamic education centre – Refused.

3/2002/0124 – Same description as 3/2003/0529 – Refused.

3/2000/0688 – Erection of single storey extension to rear – Approved with Conditions.

3/2000/0492 – Change of use from Islamic Education Centre to Residential dwelling – Approved with conditions.

3/1999/0337 – Single Storey extension to side and rear to create a mosque with washing facilities, retention of existing buildings as an Islamic education centre – Refused.

3/1998/0258 – Same description as 3/1999/0337 – Refused.

3/1997/0351 – Change of use from dwelling to Islamic education centre for children – Approved.

3/1989/0090 – Single Storey extension – Approved.

As discussed above at present the development site is used as a Madrasa. The proposed development consists of the erection of a side and rear extension which would wrap around the west and north elevations of the property.

The proposed extension projects 3.1m from the side elevation of the existing building and return back along the full depth of the existing building. The extension to the rear is to project 3m from the rear elevation of the existing property and extend 6.9m in width to the then join up with the side extension. The extension is to be built to an eaves height of approximately 2.7m and an overall ridge height of approximately 3.9m.

The proposed development is to be constructed from rendered elevations with quoin detailing. The roofs are to be finished with concrete tiles. The rendered elevations and quoin detailing would correspond with the materials used in the existing building. The proposed roof tiles would match those used in the existing property in terms of colour. However the texture and form may differ as the proposed roofing materials are concrete tiles whereas the existing roof appears to be natural slate. In addition to this multiple window openings would be inserted along the side and rear elevations.

The proposed development would be sited approximately 150mm away from the common boundary of the development site and the adjoining property of No.24 Holden Street.

The development site is located within Flood Zones 2 & 3 as defined by the Environment Agency. This is by virtue of the presence of Mearely Brook which is sited approximately 22m to the North West of the development site.

In considering this application the matters to be considered are; the impact of the proposed development upon the character, setting and visual amenities of the existing building and the wider built environment. The impact upon the local highway network, the impact, if any, upon the residential amenity of the area and the flood risk implications of the proposed development.

As discussed above, the development site is not currently used as a residential dwelling. However the general design, character, appearance and setting of the development site is that of a residential property. As such the principles and guidance contained with the Council’s adopted SPG on Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings remain relevant. 

The adopted SPG states; ‘There should be a good visual relationship between the original dwelling and any subsequent additions. As a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house.’

At present the existing site benefits from an area of yard/amenity space to the rear and side. The proposed extension would occupy a significant amount of this land. The impact this would have would be to remove any ability the site currently has to provide off street parking and remove any amenity space the site currently benefits from. It could also be argued that the proposal would represent over development of the site.

In addition to this the proposed development would be built flush to the principle elevation of the building. This would serve to increase the general visual bulk of the structure. This coupled with the fact that the highest point of the development would extend up to first floor sill level at the rear and beyond the first floor sill level at the front. I am therefore of the opinion that the proposed development would not appear subservient to the existing building, it would appear overlarge and unsympathetic. In addition to this the proposed side extension element would project 3.1m from the side of the existing building, which itself only has a frontage of 4.1m. Therefore the proposed extension would nearly double the frontage of the building. 

Given the general location and orientation of the existing building, the development would potentially be highly visually prominent within the streetscene particularly when viewed from the west from the Waterloo Road area. In addition to this the land to rear of the development site is open by virtue of it being a car park. This would also increase the prominence of the development.

The proposed fenestration details would also appear to be at odds with the character of such features in the general vicinity of the site. The proposed development would result in a total of 10.no small relatively high-level windows being installed. The type of window opening is not reflective of openings on other building nearby. This would therefore only serve to increase the overall prominence and general visual impact of the development.

I therefore consider that the proposed design of the extensions are overlarge and unsympathetic to the character, setting and visual amenities of the existing dwelling. If constructed it would result in development that would appear incongruous and therefore be damaging to the character, setting and visual amenities of the streetscene and wider built environment.

The scale, extent and design of the development is such that given the proximity of the development from the common boundary of the development site and the adjoining dwelling of No.26n the development will lead to the loss of natural light to the adjoining dwelling. It will also have a potentially overbearing and oppressive impact. It is not clear what room the adjacent window of No.26; I would suspect it to be a kitchen. However I am in no doubt that the development would lead to a significant loss of natural light to this room. This would be prejudicial to the residential amenity of this property and its occupants.  

In assessing development proposals it is also important to have due consideration for the implications and impacts, if any, a development would have upon the highway network. Policy T7 of the DWLP states; ‘All development proposals will be required to provide adequate car parking and servicing space.’ 

The County Surveyor (Highways) has raised objections to the proposed development, for various reasons.

One area of objection is that the proposed development would result in the loss of one off street parking space resulting in the site having no off street parking provision. 

The County Surveyor notes; ‘In the absence of any discussion in the application papers regarding the parking that may be generated by this proposed development, I would ask for one additional parking space on site, to result in two on site parking spaces in total. I consider this is appropriate having regard to the size of the proposed development (39 sq m in extent) and the demand for on-street parking for local residents in the vicinity’.

‘Although there is a car park nearby, it would seem to be doubtful that students and teachers would pay for parking in an area like this where there are no restrictions on parking on the highway. They would be more likely to park in any free spaces on the highway and this would reduce the on-street parking available to residents of the terraced housing’.

Another area of comment raised by the County Surveyor relates to the fact that a portion of the site, situated to the west of the existing property forms part of the adopted highway. If constructed the proposed development would be constructed over part of the land that falls within the adopted highway. It is not immediately clear as to why part of the development site forms part of the adopted highway. However it is clear that this adoption would need to be lifted or amended to allow the development to occur. Whilst this does not in this instance form a reason refusal it would be something that requires addressing to allow any future development to occur.

As mentioned earlier in this report the development site is situated within Flood Zones 2 & 3 as defined by the Environment Agency. Given the scale of the development and its proximity to the nearest watercourse the Environment Agency’s Flood Risk Standing Advice (FRSA) was followed and subsequently issued to the agent for the application. This FRSA gives the developer two options regarding flood proofing and mitigation measures, these are as follows;

1. Floor levels within the proposed development will be set no lower than existing levels AND flood proofing of the proposed development has been incorporated where appropriate. Or;

2. Floor levels within the extension will be set 300mm above the known or modelled 1 in 100 annual probability river flood (1%) or 1 in 200 annual probability sea flood (0.5%) in any year. This flood level is the extent of the Flood Zones.

The agent indicated that the developer would in this instance opt for option two and provided plans showing a raised floor level which had been lifted 300mm. However further research on this method indicates that this is not the correct approach. It is not simply a case of lifting the floor levels 300mm. The 300mm increase needs to be 300mm above the known or modelled flood level, not simply 300mm above the existing floor level.

Further discussions with the Environment Agency have subsequently provided the modelled flood level for the area. At the nearest measurement point that is within 25m of the development site indicates that the 1 in 100 annual river flood is 76.1m AOD (Above Ordnance Datum). AOD acts in effect as distance above sea level. So the actual depth of any potential flood is 76.1m AOD less the distance above sea level of the site.

In this particular instance the site sits within a 75m contour line and therefore sits at 75m AOD. Therefore the modelled or known flood depth is 76.1 less 75, which equates to 1.1m. Therefore in order to comply with the FRSA the floor levels should be set 1.4m above ground (1.1m modelled flood depth plus 300mm). Clearly this would present significant design issues in terms of the usability and potentially the appearance of the development. Therefore in this instance it may have been more appropriate to incorporate general flood proofing measures into the scheme. 

It is apparent that the development as proposed does not accord with the FRSA issued by the Environment Agency. However it is also accepted that this could be easily addressed by following the alternative option of incorporating flood-proofing measures into the scheme. As such I do not intend to use this a reason for refusal in this instance.

Therefore to conclude; the proposed development would represent and unsympathetic and incongruous scheme of development that would be harmful to the character, setting and visual amenities of the existing dwelling and the wider streetscene and built environment. In addition to which the development would lead to a loss of off street parking therefore resulting in vehicles being displaced to the highway for parking whereas at present off street parking does exist at the site. The development would also by virtue of its scale, design and proximity to the adjoining property have a detrimental impact upon the residential amenity of the adjoining property. 

I therefore see no alternative but recommend the application be refused.  



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 20th January 2014

















